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Abstract
1. Purpose
The aim of this dissertation is to help minimize unproductive Japanese English
education, and enhance English language classroom discourse by non-native English
language instructors (NNIs). We planned 3 projects in order to achieve this goal: 1)
examining factors that facilitate communicative language teaching (CLT), 2)
developing classroom corpora and examine native and non-native English language
instructor (NI and NNI) vocabulary item similarities and differences, and 3) utilizing
classroom video corpus to train pre-service teachers. The first 2 projects were
preliminary ones that would lead to the final project (Project 3).
2. Literature
Literature reveals that there are several constraints that hinder the use of communicative
language teaching method and also conditions that facilitate such teaching style by
NNIs. The past course of studies to encourage NNIs to implement CLT have not been
as productive as the government had expected, and the same results are doomed to recur
unless countermeasures are taken. The use of classroom teacher corpora (written text)
proved to be effective for novice language teachers, and using audio would have
profited the teacher trainees further. However, developing such corpora takes time and
resources to achieve, and little research has been done so far.
3. Project 1: Identify enabling factors of CLT
Project 1 asked NNIs in all the senior high schools in Hokkaido, retrieving responses
from approximately 34 % of all the senior high schools, and 19 % of all the NNIs.
Sequential equation modeling revealed a good fit model that shows factors to facilitate
NNIs to implement CLT in their lessons exist. Write-in answers from the participants
reveals various expectations and requests of the NNIs toward their students, assistant
language teachers (NIs), and English education in Japan.
4. Project 2: Examine NI-NNI vocabulary differences and similarities
Project 2 analyzed 3 NIs and 1 NNI along with 5 NNIs that served as role models
recommended by the government. (They used English as a means of instruction and
content during their lessons.) Analyses with a benchmark wordlist and a written
classroom English corpus revealed core vocabulary items of NI and NNI, their
respective lexical types with high keyness that can be attainable for NNIs (and NIs).
5. Project 3: Use classroom corpora in training pre-service teachers
Project 3 trained 25 pre-service English teachers in a university with the classroom
corpora. It measured quantitatively the participants’ disfluency elements, and feedback
elements besides spoken tokens. The pre- and post-test results show significant
differences in the participants’ use of follow-ups and their speech rate. The written
questionnaire collected participants’ comments on the effectiveness of the classroom
corpus training. NNIs can learn to be relatively more fluent and communicative in
their classroom utterances through the use of classroom corpora.
6. Conclusion and discussion
Through the findings of a series of three projects, NNIs will be encouraged and trained
to use more English language as a means of instruction and content, and administrators
will be more skillful in organizing English training programs for both pre-service and
in-service novice teachers. Although my projects may lack the quantity of NIs and
NNIs transcribed, the research methods and findings will be of benefit to those involved
in English language education and human speech processing community.
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Abstract in Japanese (᪥ᮏㄒせ᪨)
 ┠ ⓗ  㔜 せ ᛶ 
 ᮏ༤ኈㄽᩥࡢ┠ⓗࡣ᪥ᮏ࠾ࡅࡿⱥㄒᩍ⫱ࡢࠕ㠀⏕⏘ᛶࠖࢆ᭱ᑠࡍࡿࡇ࡛࠶ࡿࠋ
ࡇࡇ࡛㏙ࡿ㠀⏕⏘ᛶࡣⱥㄒ࡛⾲⌧ࡍࡿ”productive”ࡽὴ⏕ࡋࡓ”unproductive”࠸
࠺༢ㄒࡢ┤ヂ࡛࠶ࡿࠋ”productive”ࡣⱥㄒࢆⓎヰࡋࡓࡾ㸪᭩࠸ࡓࡾࡍࡿㄒᏛࡢᢏ⬟ࢆ
ᥥࡍࡿ⏝࠸ࡽࢀࡿ⾲⌧࡛࠶ࡿࠋࡼࡗ࡚㸪ࠕ㠀⏕⏘ᛶࠖࡣⱥㄒࢆヰࡋࡓࡾ᭩࠸ࡓ
ࡾࡍࡿࡇࡀࡲࡲ࡞ࡽ࡞࠸Ꮫ⩦⪅ࢆ⏘ฟࡋ࡚࠸ࡿⱥㄒᩍ⫱ࡢࡇࢆ㏙࡚࠸ࡿࠋࡘࡲࡾ
ࡢࡼ࠺ࡋࡓࡽࡇࢀࡲ࡛ࡢࡼ࠺࡞᪥ᮏேẕㄒヰ⪅ⱥㄒᩍᖌࡢᩍᐊ࡛ࡢⱥㄒ⏝ࡢᑡ
࡞ࡉࡀᨵၿࡉࢀࡿࡢࡔࢁ࠺࠸࠺ၥᑐࡍࡿᨵၿ⟇ࢆ᥈ࡿ◊✲ࡀ┠ⓗ࡞ࡿࠋ
 ࡇࡢ┠ⓗ㐩ᡂࡢࡓࡵ 3 ࡘࡢ◊✲ࢆ⾜ࡗࡓࠋᚓࡽࢀࡓ▱ぢࢆ᪥ᮏேẕㄒヰ⪅ⱥㄒᩍᖌ
ࡀᤵᴗࢆࡍࡿୖ࡛㸪ᩍᤵෆᐜ࡛࠶ࡿྠᩍᤵࡢࡓࡵࡢᡭẁࡋ࡚ࡢⱥㄒࡢ⏝ࡀಁ
㐍ࡉࢀࡿࡼ࠺ಁࡉࢀカ⦎ࡍࡿ᭷ຠ࡞୍ᡭẁࢆᥦ♧ࡍࡿࡇࢆ┠ᣦࡋࡓࠋࡇࢀࡼࡾⱥ
ㄒᩍ⫱⾜ᨻࡸⱥㄒᩍᖌᩍ⫱(ᩍ⫱ᐇ⩦⏕ࡸ⌧⫋ࡢᩍဨࠊ≉ⱥㄒࢆࡗ࡚ᩍᤵࡍࡿࡇ
ࡀ័ࢀ࡞㠀ẕㄒヰ⪅ⱥㄒᩍᖌᑐࡋ࡚)ࡢಁ㐍ࡀᮇᚅࡉࢀࡿࡇࡀᮏ◊✲ࡢ㔜せᛶ࡛
࠶ࡿࠋ
 ᩥ ⊩ ㄪ ᰝ 
 ᩥ⊩◊✲࡛㸪௨ୗࡢᴫせࡀุ᫂ࡋࡓࠋ1) ⱥㄒ㠀ẕㄒヰ⪅ᩍᖌࡢⱥㄒ⏝ࡣᩥ㒊⛉Ꮫ
┬ࡀᮇᚅࡍࡿ㧗ࡃࡣ࡞ࡃ㸪ࢥ࣑ࣗࢽ࢝ࢸࣈ࡞ⱥㄒᩍ⫱ࢆ㜼ᐖࡍࡿせᅉࡀ」ᩘᏑᅾ
ࡋ㸪2)ࡑࢀࡽࡣᩍᖌࡢෆⓗせᅉࡸ㸪⏕ᚐࡓࡕࡸࠊᩍ⫱⌧ሙ࡛ࡢእⓗせᅉࡀ㛵ࢃࡗ࡚࠾ࡾ㸪
3) ࡑࡢࡓࡵࠊᩥ㒊⛉Ꮫ┬ࡀᡴࡕฟࡍ㸪
ࠕ᪂ࠖᏛ⩦ᣦᑟせ㡿ࡣᨵゞࡈࠕ⏕⏘ᛶࠖഃ㠃
࠾࠸࡚ኻᩋࡀணࡉࢀࠊ4) ⱥㄒẕㄒヰ⪅㢗ࡽࡎ㠀ẕㄒヰ⪅ࡢⱥㄒᩍᤵ㢗ࡽࡊࡿ
ࢆᚓ࡞࠸≧ἣ࡛ࡣࠊⱥㄒ㠀ẕㄒヰ⪅ẕㄒヰ⪅ࡢẚ㍑ࡼࡿᨭࡀ୍ࡘࡢ᪉⟇ࡋ࡚
⪃࠼ࡽࢀ㸪5) ᩍᐊࢥ࣮ࣃࢫࢆ⏝࠸ࡓᩍᖌᩍ⫱ࡢ᪉ἲࡀ᭷ຠ࡛࠶ࡿࡀ㸪6)๓ࡣᑡ࡞ࡃ㸪
◊✲ࡍࡁⅬࡀከ࠸࠸࠺ࡇ࡛࠶ࡿࠋ
 ◊ ✲ ࢥ ࣑ ࣗ ࢽ ࢝ ࢸ  ࣈ ࡞ ⱥ ㄒ ᩍ ⫱ ࢆ ྍ ⬟  ࡍ ࡿ せ ᅉ ࡢ ≉ ᐃ 
 ◊✲ 1 ࡣᾏ㐨ࡢ㧗➼Ꮫᰯࡢⱥㄒ㠀ẕㄒヰ⪅ᩍᖌࣥࢣ࣮ࢺㄪᰝࢆ⾜ࡗࡓࠋ5 ẁ
㝵ࣜࢵ࣮࢝ࢺἲࡼࡿ㉁ၥࢆ 42 ၥ㸪ࡑࡋ࡚ 3 ၥࡢグ㏙ᅇ⟅㉁ၥࢆຍ࠼ࡓࠋᾏ㐨ࡢ
㧗ᰯᩘ༨ࡵࡿᅇ⋡ࡣ⣙ 34%ࠊࡲࡓ㸪ⱥㄒ㠀ẕㄒヰ⪅ᩍᖌᩘ༨ࡵࡿᅇ⋡ࡣ⣙
19%࡛࠶ࡗࡓࠋᩥ⊩ㄪᰝࡽ 4 ࡘࡢ₯ᅾኚᩘࢆタᐃࡋࡓ(ࠕV1:ᩍ⫱┠ᶆᩍᤵ᪉ἲࠖࠊ
ࠕV2:
⏕ᚐᑐࡍࡿᮇᚅࠖࠊ
ࠕV3:ᩍ⫱⎔ቃࠖࠊ
ࠕV4:ࢥ࣑ࣗࢽ࢝ࢸࣈ࡞ᩍᤵᐇ⌧ྍ⬟ᛶࠖ)ࠋ5 ẁ
㝵ࡢ㉁ၥࢆྛࠎࡢ₯ᅾኚᩘࡢ ᐃኚᩘࡋ࡚ᵓ㐀ᘧ(ࣔࢹࣝ)ࢆ᥎ᐃࡋ㸪ᵓ㐀᪉⛬ᘧࡢゎ
ࡀࠕⰋ࠸㐺ᛂᗘࠖࢆ♧ࡍࡼ࠺ࣔࢹࣝࢆタᐃ࣭ྠᐃ࣭᥎ᐃ࣭㐺ྜᗘ᳨ᐃ࣭タᐃࡋࡓࠋ
ࡲࡓ㸪グ㏙ᘧࡢᅇ⟅ࡣྛ㉁ၥᑐࡋ㸪ᅇ⟅ෆᐜࡼࡾ」ᩘࡢศ㢮ࢆࡋ㸪ᗘᩘศᕸࡋ࡚
ศᯒࢆ⾜ࡗࡓࠋ
 ศᯒࡢ⤖ᯝ㸪
ࠕⰋ࠸㐺ᛂᗘࠖࢆ♧ࡍࣔࢹࣝࡢᏑᅾࡀุ᫂ࡋࡓࠋ₯ᅾኚᩘ V1ЍV4 ᑐࡍ
ࡿ┦㛵㛵ಀ(ᶆ‽ゎ࡛ 0.78)࡛࠶ࡿࠋࡇࡢ୰࡛㸪V1 㛵ࡋ࡚┦㛵ࡢ㧗ࡗࡓ ᐃኚᩘࡣࠕ᪥
ᮏㄒࢆࢃ࡞࠸ࡇ(0.69)ࠖࠊ
ࠕⱥㄒࡼࡿᣦ♧(0.73)ࠖࠊ
ࠕⱥㄒ࡛⏕ᚐࢥ࣑ࣗࢽࢣ࣮ࢩࣙ
ࣥࢆࡿ(0.73)ࠖࠊ
ࠕᏛ⩦⪅ྠኈ࡛࣮࣌࣡ࢡࢆⱥㄒ࡛⾜࠺(0.72)࡛ࠖ࠶ࡾ㸪V4 㛵ࡋ࡚┦
㛵ࡢ㧗ࡗࡓ ᐃኚᩘࡣࠕ࣮࢜ࣝࣥࢢࣜࢵࢩࣗࡢᤵᴗࢆࡍࡿ⮬ಙ(0.59)ࠖࠊࠕ⏕ᚐࡢᐇ
ຊྜࡗࡓⱥㄒࢆ⏝࠸ࡿ(0.75)࡛ࠖ࠶ࡗࡓࠋグ㏙ᅇ⟅㛵ࡋ࡚ࡣ 3 ศ㔝(⏕ᚐ࣭እᅜㄒᣦ
ᑟຓᡭ࣭ⱥㄒᩍ⫱⯡)ᑐࡍࡿせᮃࢆồࡵࡓࠋᅇ⟅୰ 1)⏕ᚐᑐࡍࡿᮇᚅࡸせᮃ㛵ࡍ
ࡿ㡯┠࡛ࡣ ࠕⱥㄒᏛ⩦ᑐࡍࡿࡸࡿẼࢆࡶࡗ࡚ḧࡋ࠸ࠖ࠸࠺ᅇ⟅ࡀᅽಽⓗከࡃ(4
㏆ࡃ), 2)እᅜㄒᣦᑟຓᡭ(ALT)ᑐࡍࡿᮇᚅࡸせᮃ㛵ࡍࡿ㡯┠࡛ࡣࠕⱥㄒᩍ⫱ᑐ
ࡋ⇕ពࢆࡶࡗ࡚ḧࡋ࠸ࠖࡸࠕᩍᤵἲࡸᤵᴗసᡂ㛵ࢃࡗ࡚ḧࡋ࠸ࠖ࠸࠺ᅇ⟅ࡀከ
ࡗࡓࠋ3) ⱥㄒᩍ⫱⯡ᑐࡍࡿᮇᚅࡸせᮃ㛵ࡍࡿ㡯┠࡛ࡣ ࠕ㛫ⓗవ⿱ࠖࠕ㈈ᨻ
ຓࠖ
ࠕᏛධヨࡢኚ㠉ࠖ
ࠕ⬟ຊᕪࡢᑡ࡞࠸ᑠேᩘᩍ⫱ࠖࢆồࡵࡿኌࡀ࠶ࡿ࠸࠺ࡇࡀุ
᫂ࡋࡓࠋ
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 ◊ ✲ ⱥ ㄒ ẕ ㄒ ࣭ 㠀 ẕ ㄒ ヰ ⪅ ࡢ ㄒ ᙡ ࡢ ┦ 㐪 Ⅼ  㢮 ఝ Ⅼ 
 ◊✲ 2 ࡣⱥㄒẕㄒヰ⪅࣭㠀ẕㄒヰ⪅ᩍᖌࡢᩍᐊ࡛ࡢㄒᙡㄪᰝࢆ⾜࠸ࠊࡑࡢ㢮ఝⅬ┦
㐪Ⅼࢆ᥈ࡗࡓࠋⱥㄒࡼࡿᤵᴗᐇ⌧ࡢ᪉ྥᛶࢆ᥈ࡿࡓࡵⱥㄒẕㄒヰ⪅ᩍᖌ(NI)㠀ẕ
ㄒヰ⪅ᩍᖌ(NNI)ࡢ⏝ㄒᙡࡢẚ㍑ࢆㄒᙡ㡯┠༢࡛ㄪᰝࡋࡓࠋ
 ㄪᰝࡣ 3 ྡࡢ NI  1 ྡࡢ NNI ࡢⓎヰࢥ࣮ࣃࢫ㸪ᩥ㒊⛉Ꮫ┬᥎⸀ࡢ 5 ྡࡢ NNI ࡢⱥ
ㄒᤵᴗࡢ᭩ࡁ㉳ࡇࡋ㸪ᩍᐊⱥㄒࡢࢧࣈࢥ࣮ࣃࢫ(CE)ࠊࢆẚ㍑ᮦᩱࡋ㸪JACET 8000 
࠸࠺ᇶᮏㄒᙡࣜࢫࢺࢆㄒᙡ㡯┠㢖ᗘࡢẚ㍑ᣦᶆࡋ࡚⏝࠸㸪NI ࡢ⏝ㄒᙡ NNI ࡢ
⏝ㄒᙡࡢẚ㍑ࢆࡋࡓࠋ1 ྡࡢ NNI 㛵ࡋ࡚ࡣ㸪ẚ㍑ࡋࡓᩥ⛉┬ࡽࡢ 5 ྡࡢ NNI ࡢ
㢖ᗘࣛࣥࢡู(᭱㢖ᗘࡽ 1000 ࡎࡘ 8 ࣛࣥࢡ)ẚ㍑࡛ࡣ㸪6 ྡࡢ NNI ᭷ព࡞ᕪࡀᏑᅾ
ࡏࡎ㸪Ⓨヰࢥ࣮ࣃࢫ୰ࡢ 1 ྡࡢ NNI ࢆ୍⯡ࡍࡿࡇࡋࡓࠋࡑࡢ⤖ᯝ㸪NI  NNI ࡢ
ㄒᙡ㢖ᗘ㛵ࡋ࡚ࡣ୧⩌ࡶ᭱㢖ᗘ 2000 ㄒࡲ࡛ࡣ 95 ࣃ࣮ࢭࣥࢺࡢฟ⌧ࢆࡋࠊࡑࢀࡼ
ࡾప㢖ᗘࡢㄒࡢฟ⌧⋡㛵ࡋ࡚ࡣᛴపୗࢆ♧ࡍࡇ➼ࡀุ᫂ࡋࡓࠋ
 ࡲࡓ㸪NI ⩌ NNI ⩌ඹ㏻ࡍࡿㄒᙡ㡯┠(ᩍᐊⱥㄒࡢ᰾ㄒᙡ)ࡀᏑᅾࡋ㸪ᩍᐊⱥㄒࡢ
᰾ㄒᙡࡿㄒᙡ㡯┠ࡢᏑᅾࡀศࡗࡓࠋᑐ㸪NI ≉᭷ࡢㄒᙡ㡯┠ࡸ NNI ≉᭷ࡢ
ㄒᙡ㡯┠ࡢᏑᅾࡶ☜ㄆࡉࢀ㸪ࡇࢀࡽࡢㄒᙡ㡯┠ࡣᤵᴗ࠾ࡅࡿᙺࡢ㐪࠸ࡼࡿࡶࡢ࡛
࠶ࡿ࠸࠺ࡇࡀ♧၀ࡉࢀࡓࠋ
 ᮏ◊✲ࡼࡾᚓࡽࢀࡿ▱ぢࡣࠊNNI ࡣᩍᐊⱥㄒࡢ᰾ㄒᙡࢆᣢࡕ㸪NI 㐪ࡗࡓㄒᙡ㡯┠
ࢆ⏝࠸࡚ᣦᑟᙜࡓࡗ࡚࠸ࡿヂ࡛ࡣ࡞࠸࠸࠺ࡇࠊNI  NNI ࡢㄒᙡ㡯┠ࡢᕪࡣᙺ
ࡢ㐪࠸࡞ࡢ࡛㸪ࢸ࣮࣒ࢸ࣮ࢳࣥࢢ㢗ࡽ࡞࠸ᤵᴗࢆ NNI ࡀ⾜࠺ሙྜࡣ㸪NI ≉᭷ࡢ
ㄒᙡ㡯┠ࢆཧ⪃ᤵᴗ୰ࡢⓎヰࢆ᳨ウࡍࡿࢥ࣑ࣗࢽ࢝ࢸࣈ࡞ᤵᴗࡀྍ⬟࡞ࡾ㸪
ᑐ㸪NI ࡣ NNI ࡢㄒᙡ㡯┠ࢆཧ⪃ᩍ⛉᭩ᩍ♧ⓗᤵᴗࢆ⾜࠺ࡇࡀฟ᮶ࡿࡼ࠺◊ಟ
ࡸᣦᑟࡢཧ⪃ฟ᮶ࡿ࠸࠺ࡇ࡛࠶ࡿࠋ
 ◊ ✲ ᩍ ᐊ ࢥ ࣮ ࣃ ࢫ ࡢ ᩍ ⫱ ᐇ ⩦ ⏕  ᑐ ࡍ ࡿ ᛂ ⏝ ࡢ ◊ ✲ 
 ◊✲ 3 ࡣᩍ⫱ᐇ⩦ࢆ᥍࠼ࡓᏛ⏕ᑐࡋ࡚ᩍᐊࣅࢹ࢜ࢥ࣮ࣃࢫࢆ⏝࠸ࡓᣦᑟࢆ⾜࠸ࠊ
๓ᚋ࡛ᶍᨃᤵᴗࡢⓎヰࡀࡢࡼ࠺ᨵၿࡉࢀࡿࢆㄪᰝࡋࡓࠋㄪᰝࡣᏛ⏕ 25 ྡ
ࡀཧຍࡋࡓࠋࡲࡎ㸪୰Ꮫᰯࡢⱥㄒࡢࢸ࢟ࢫࢺࢆ⏝࠸㸪⮬ศ࡛❧࡚ࡓᩍࢆࡶ 5 ே୍
⤌࡛ᶍᨃᤵᴗࢆⱥㄒ࡛⾜ࡗ࡚ࡶࡽࡗࡓ(ࣉࣞࢸࢫࢺ)ࠋᤵᴗࡣࣅࢹ࢜ࡾࢆࡋ㸪ᚋ⮬ࡽ
ࡑࡢᫎീ࣭㘓㡢ࢆᇶ᭩ࡁ㉳ࡇࡋࢆࡋ㸪ᩍᐊㄯヰࢱࢢࢆࡘࡅࡉࡏࡓࠋࡑࡢᚋ㸪௨ୗࡢࡼ
࠺࡞ᥐ⨨ࢆㅮࡌࡓࠋ1) ᭩ࡁ㉳ࡇࡋࢥ࣓ࣥࢺࢆࡋⱥㄒ⾲⌧ࡢᕤኵࢆᣦ༡, 2) ᩍᐊࣅ
ࢹ࢜ࢥ࣮ࣃࢫࢆぢࡏ࡞ࡀࡽࡑࡢࢸ࢟ࢫࢺࢆㄞࡲࡏᤵᴗ᪉ἲࡢゎㄝࠋࡑࡢᚋ㸪ྠࡌࢢ࣮ࣝ
ࣉ࡛ࡧᶍᨃᤵᴗࢆ␗࡞ࡗࡓᩍࢆᇶᐇࡋ㸪ࣅࢹ࢜ࡾࢆࡋࡓ(࣏ࢫࢺࢸࢫࢺ)ࠋࣉ
࣭࣏ࣞࢫࢺࢸࢫࢺࡶ᭩ࡁ㉳ࡇࡋࢆࡋࡓࡶࡢ㸪㠀ὶᬸࡉࢆ♧ࡍ 4 ࡘࡢࢱࢢ(ࠕゝ࠸ᾷ
ࡳ(filler)ࠖࠊ
ࠕ⧞ࡾ㏉ࡋ(repeat)ࠖࠊ
ࠕゝ࠸࠼ࡋ(revision)ࠖࠊ
ࠕゝ࠸┤ࡋ(restart)ࠖ)ᩍᖌᐊㄯ
ヰ ࢱ ࢢ  ࡋ ࡚ 2 ࡘ ࡢ ࣇ  ࣮ ࢻ ࣂ ࢵ ࢡ ࢱ ࢢ ( ࠕ ホ ౯ (evaluation) ࠖࠊࠕ ⿵ ㊊ ࣭  ࡅ ຍ ࠼
(follow-up)ࠖ)ࢆ XML ᪉ᘧ࡛ࡋ㸪ࡑࢀࡽࡢせ⣲ࢆᢳฟࡋ㸪⥲Ⓨヰᩘࡶᐃ㔞ⓗ㸪
ᐃᛶⓗศᯒࢆ⾜ࡗࡓࠋࡑࡢ⤖ᯝࣇ࣮ࢻࣂࢵࢡࡢⓎヰ༢㛫ෆ࡛ࡢⓎヰ㔞᭷ព
࡞ᕪࡀ࠶ࡿࡇࡀุ᫂ࡋ㸪ᩍᐊࣅࢹ࢜ࢥ࣮ࣃࢫࡢᩍ⫱ᐇ⩦࠼ࡿⅬࡀ☜ㄆࡉࢀࡓࠋ
 ⤖ ㄽ 
 3 ࡘࡢ◊✲ࡼࡾ㸪௨ୗࡢࡇࡀุ᫂ࡋࡓࠋ(1) ⱥㄒ㠀ẕㄒヰ⪅ᩍᖌࡀ CLT ࢆᐇࡍ
ࡿ┦㛵ࡢ㧗࠸ᅉᏊࡀᏑᅾࡍࡿࠋ(2)ⱥㄒẕㄒヰ⪅࣭㠀ẕㄒヰ⪅ᩍᖌࡣᩍᐊ࡛Ỵࡵࡽࢀࡓ
ᙺᇶ࡙࠸࡚⏕ᚐⓎヰࡋ࡚࠾ࡾ㸪ࡇࢀࡽࡣ┦⿵ⓗഃ㠃ࡀᙉ࠸ࡀࠊ୧⪅ࡀࡶ㐩ᡂ
ྍ⬟࡞ࡶࡢ࡛࠶ࡿࠋ(3) ⱥㄒ㠀ẕㄒヰ⪅ᩍᖌࡣᩍᐊࢥ࣮ࣃࢫࢆ⏝࠸ࡓᣦᑟ࣭カ⦎࡛⏕ᚐ
ᑐࡍࡿࣇ࢛࣮ࣟࢵࣉࡀ᭷ពቑࡋ㸪༢㛫ࡢⓎヰ㔞ࡶቑ࠼ࡿࠋ௨ୖࡢ▱ぢࡽ㸪
⤒㦂ࡢὸ࠸ NNI ࡸᩍ⫋ᑵࡃ๓ࡢᏛ⏕ࡓࡕࡶⱥㄒ࡛ࡢᤵᴗࡀฟ᮶ࡿࡼ࠺ᨭࢆࡍ
ࡿࡇࡀᮇᚅ࡛ࡁࠊࡇࢀࡽࡢ᪥ᮏࡢ୰➼ᩍ⫱࠾࠸࡚ࠊⱥㄒࢆࡗ࡚ᤵᴗࡀฟ᮶ࡿ
NNI ࡢ⫱ᡂᐤࡍࡿࡇࡀ⪃࠼ࡽࢀࡿࠋࡲࡓ㸪ᮏ◊✲ࡣ᪥ᮏேⱥㄒẕㄒヰ⪅ᩍᖌࡀᤵ
ᴗࢆࡍࡿୖ࡛㸪ⱥㄒࢆᩍᤵෆᐜ࡛࠶ࡿྠᩍᤵࡢࡓࡵࡢᡭẁࡋ࡚ࡶࡼࡾࡑࡢ⏝
ࡀಁ㐍ࡉࢀࡿࡼ࠺カ⦎ࡍࡿ᭷ຠ࡞୍ᡭẁࢆᥦ♧ࡍࡿࡶࡢ࡛࠶ࡿࠋ
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Executive Summary
1. Introduction
Japanese English education has been criticized for uncommunicative ways to
teach English to learners of English (students).

Although the government mandates

NNIs use the target language, i.e., English (L2 hereafter) in conducting lessons, its
nation-wide survey estimated that NNIs who have L2 skills that guarantee L2 language
lesson feasible amounted to less than half of the entire number of all the NNIs in this
country (MEXT, 2011a, 2011b).
This study seeks measures to enable non-native English language instructors
(NNIs) to use classroom English discourse more often and more fluently.

The ultimate

aim is to improve the unproductive Japanese English language educational situations in
terms of communicative language teaching (CLT).  We will diagnose the problems
with respect to NNIs themselves and the environment they are in, i.e., their workplace,
which includes their coworkers, students they teach, and school chores they are obliged
to do that are subject-unrelated.
Our study consists of 3 scopes that are represented by 3 projects respectively:
(1)

identifying factors that facilitate CLT,

(2) assembling non-native English language instructor classroom corpora,
proposing analysis methods, and investigating NI and NNI vocabulary
differences, and
(3) examining the effectiveness of non-native English language instructor training
using classroom corpora.
2. Literature

We review literature based on the 3 scopes discussed in the previous section;
(1) factors to facilitate CLT, (2) NI and NNI classroom corpora, and (3) application of
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classroom corpora to teacher education.

The literature review on our first scope

reveals that there are factors that might affect NNIs’ CLT feasibility such as teacher
beliefs and teaching/working conditions.

Previous studies on our second scope

concerning NI-NNI speech give us grounds for developing classroom corpora and the
necessity to examine them qualitatively and quantitatively, not much research having
been conducted.

The review on our final scope that is related to the application of

classroom corpora to initial teacher education proved to be effective in enabling novice
teachers to acquire discourse markers.

However, it needs improvement in that the

preceding studies would have been more successful with the use of audio-visual
materials besides written texts.
3. Identify enabling factors of CLT (Project 1)
3.1 Research questions
Based on the literature, we posed the following research question, “What factors
predict CLT feasibility?” We hypothesized that there are at least 4 variables
surrounding teachers that relate to the likelihood of CLT's success in Japanese HSs: (V1)
the teachers' teaching goals and methods, (V2) the teachers' assessment of their students,
(V3) the teachers' working conditions, and (V4) the teachers' perception of CLT
feasibility. The relationship between these 4 variables and how they predict the
likelihood of CLT's success are major interests in Project 1. These variables are not
necessarily mutually independent. Do four variables (V1 through V4) predict CLT
feasibility? We consider our research variables latent and the questionnaire items
measured variables.
3.2 Survey
In August and September 2010, we sent survey questionnaires to all public high
schools and private high schools in Hokkaido (N=310), asking for the cooperation of up
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to 3 teachers of English language whose native language is Japanese.

We did not ask

for any specific individuals to participate. The survey questionnaire was written and
answered in Japanese, and consisted of 47 multiple-choice questions with choices given
on a Likert scale of 5, plus 3 open-ended questions that asked for written responses.
At the time of the survey, there were approximately 1670 such teachers on Hokkaido
Island. Hence we were asking for answers from 930 unspecified teachers out of
approximately 1670.
3.3 Results
We tested reasonably possible combinations of the 4 variables by specifying the
models using sequential equation modeling (SEM) that might show causal relation ship
between the variables.

Tables 1 shows the SEM model fit indices.

Table 1
Fit Indices for SEM Models
GFI

Goodness of fit index (cutting point shown below)
AGFI NFI NNFI
CFI RMSEA [90% CI]

> .90

>=.90

> .90

> .90

>= .90

< .08

< .08

V1 Ѝ V4 (0.78)

0.95

0.91

0.91

0.92

0.94

.07 [.05, .09]

.05

V2 Ѝ V4 (0.38)

0.91

0.75

0.82

0.69

0.83

.20 [.17, .24]

.13

V3 Ѝ V4 (0.44)

0.85

0.79

0.42

0.35

0.46

.12 [NA, NA]

.10

V2 Ѝ V1 (0.58)

0.89

0.82

0.83

0.81

0.85

.11 [.10, .13]

.09

V3 Ѝ V1 (0.59)

0.84

0.80

0.56

0.57

0.62

.10 [NA, NA]

.09

Model (Path coefficient)

SRMR

Note. Model VX Ѝ VY represents causal relationship where VX and VY mean
exogenous and endogenous variables respectively. Index values that clear the cutting
point are shown in boldface.
GFI = goodness-of-fit index, AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index, NFI =
Bentler-Bonett index or normed fit index, NNFI = Tucker-Lewis NNFI, CFI =
Bentler's comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation
index, CI = confidence interval, NA = not available, SRMR = the square root of the
difference between the residuals of the sample covariance matrix and the
hypothesized covariance model.
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Table 1 seems to suggest that “Model V1 ! V4” is a “good model.” Solving the
equations in this model yielded answers, that is, standardized coefficients between
variables (Figure 1).
0.78

0.53

0.47

0.98

0.38

0.48

0.97

e1

e2

e3

e4

e5

e6

e7

1 Aim

2 No Japanese

3 English
instruction

4 Use of CD

5 English to
communicate

6 English
pair work

7 Team teach

0.47

0.69

0.73

0.15

0.72

0.79

V1: Teaching goal and
methods

Legend
Vn

0.78

En
0.39

0.19

Research variable
Error to research variable
standardized error outside

V4: CLT feasibility

E4

n
0.59

Measured variable

0.75
25 Adjust to
students' skills

24 Conﬁdence in
all-English lesson

e24

e25

0.65

0.44

en

Error to measured variable
standardized error outside
Causal relationship standardized
coefficient on its side

Figure 1. Good model fit (V1ЍV4 SEM/LV).
The model V1ЍV4 had the best goodness of fit index (GFI) value among the models
we considered. V1 showed reasonable correlation with measured variables 2 (use of
no Japanese), 3 (use of English instructions), 5 (using English to communicate) and 6
(pair work in English) shown as rectangles with their standardized correlation
coefficient values below the numbered rectangles. V1 showed moderate correlation
with measured variables 1 and 2, and no correlation for measured variables 4 (use of
textbook CD) and 7 (team-teaching). V4 showed reasonable correlation with measured
variables 24 (confidence in all English lessons) and 25 (able to adjust to students’ L2
skills).

4. Examine NI-NNI vocabulary differences and similarities (Project 2)
4.1 Research questions
Project 2 posed the following research questions:
(1) Do the classroom utterances of NIs and NNIs differ in terms of vocabulary
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size?
(2) What vocabularies do NIs and NNIs share?
(3) What characterizes their different vocabularies?
(4) What can NNIs learn from NIs, and vice versa?
(5) How can we encourage and justify the use of English by NNIs in classrooms
of English as a foreign language where NIs participate only on limited
occasions?
4.2 Materials and methods
We compared NI and NNI speech using the following 3 materials: (1)
transcriptions of English spoken by 3 NIs and 6 NNIs in a language classroom, (2) a
collection of classroom English phrases, and (3) a wordlist created from large bodies of
written and spoken English.
After transcribing NI, NNI, and CD speech, utterances were separated into lexical
tokens.

Lexical tokens that were derived forms were grouped into lexical types.

We analyzed the lexical tokens in 3 ways:
(1) divided NI, NNI, and CE tokens and types into sets based on their
commonality,
(2) compared NI and NNI tokens and types against the benchmark wordlist with
regards to frequency rank, and correlation coefficients, and
(3) compared NI and NNI types by first normalizing frequencies of NI and NNI
tokens, identifying NI and NNI types with high keyness, i.e., tokens that
occur with unusually high frequency.
4.3 Results
We found vocabulary items common to both NIs and NNIs. We also extracted
lexical types with high keyness for both the NIs and the NNI. Table 2 shows samples
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of lexical types with high keyness for the NIs and the NNI.
Table 2
Samples of Lexical Types with High Keyness
Lexical types are sorted by their frequency relative to their respective maximum
frequency values (NI = 840, NNI = 4,475)
NI

NNI

Type
be
you
and
so
I
it
of
that
go
not
he
yes
say
or

f [dB]

Type

0.00
-2.54
-2.88
-4.63
-4.76
-5.06
-6.76
-6.99
-7.54
-7.78
-8.38
-8.79
-8.99
-9.56

OK
this
your
look
page
all
at
will
please
on
word
right
question
up

f [dB]
0.00
-5.17
-6.92
-8.18
-8.26
-8.43
-8.49
-8.66
-8.79
-8.96
-9.14
-9.36
-9.41
-9.49

4.4 Conclusion
This project portraits how spoken classroom English by NIs and NNIs are
similar or/and different because NNIs far outnumber NIs in Japanese secondary
education (approximately 15 to 1), thus at least some justification is necessary for NNIs
to English in their classrooms even without NIs’ presence. Classroom corpora were
developed and analyzed in order to show what lexical items NIs’ and NNIs’ use in
English language lesson.

Results show that NIs and NNIs share core classroom

English vocabulary items, and that they have their respective lexical items that are
considered to be role-dependent in the co-teaching lesson style.
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5. Use classroom corpora in training pre-service teachers (Project 3)
5.1 Research questions
We posed the following research questions, building upon findings that classroom
language corpora are effective in language teacher development.
(1) To what extent do language classroom corpora reduce English language
disfluencies, and
(2) improve the teachers' evaluation and follow-up interactions with students ?
5.2 Materials and methods
25 Japanese college seniors seeking certification as English language teachers
participated in our project. These students were taking the same series of
teacher-training courses, and were scheduled to start their practice teaching in several
weeks.

Participants experienced the following chronological sequence:

1. Participants joined with four other participants to form five groups of five
participants each.
2. In a regular college classroom, each participant gave a 5-to-10-minute English
language lesson at the junior high school level to the four other participants playing
the part of students.

The instructor's and students' behavior was video-recorded.

We refer to this as the pretest lesson.
3. Participants viewed videos of the lesson they taught, transcribed and annotated all
speech within their pretest lessons.
4. Participants received transcriptions and annotations corrected by us, plus instructional
comments on how to improve their teaching with regards to use of spoken language.
5. Participants read transcriptions from classroom corpora, and viewed video recordings
from a classroom corpus.
6. Participants repeated step 2 above.

We refer to this as the posttest lesson.
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7. Participants answered a survey that included introspective questions on their
performance.
We annotated the transcribed speech, and examined the participants' mock lesson
speech within the scope of disfluency, classroom discourse, and the number of spoken
tokens. We interpreted the annotated transcriptions through the following procedure in
order to examine the transcribed speech.
1. Extract the participants' speech that was annotated with the instructor tags.
2. Analyze quantitatively the number of occurrences and spoken tokens for each
disfluency element, and classroom discourse element in the pretest and the posttest
through one-way repeated measures ANOVA (analysis of variance).
3. Calculate the participants' speech rate in the pretest and the posttest in which we
normalize the length of teaching time in seconds, and compare the number of total
spoken tokens in the pretest and the posttest.
5.3 Results
Table 3 shows descriptive summary of spoken tokens and speech time duration in
the pretest and the posttest.
Table 3
Descriptive Summary of Instructors' Spoken Tokens and Speech Time Duration
Pre-test
Number of instructors (ni)
Number of spoken tokens (si)

Post-test

23

22

7344

8759

Mean si

319.3

398.1

Standard Deviation of si

123.9

111.6

Mean teaching time in seconds

556

519

Mean spoken tokens per minute

34.9

46.8

We found significant increase in the follow-up interactions and mean spoken
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tokens per minute.

Figure 2 shows a scatter plot of teaching time and spoken tokens.

1000!

Total spoken tokens!

800!

Pre test !

Posttest !
y = 0.67 x

600!

y = 0.57 x
400!

200!

0!
0!

200!
400!
600!
800!
Teaching time in seconds

1000!

Figure 2. Scatter plot of teaching time and spoken tokens of each participant in
the pretest and the posttest.
In a written survey after the posttest, participants responded that they felt corpora
enhance follow-up feedback in particular and English language fluency in general.
Many write-in comments also mentioned the importance of follow-up feedback phrases
in particular and of consistently saying simpler phrases in general. The increase of
follow-up phrases in the posttest is evident. The conscious use of simpler and often
wordier phrases may have contributed to the increase in the number of spoken tokens
per unit time in the posttest.
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6. Conclusion and discussion
Enabling English classroom discourse by non-native instructors is feasible based
on the following research finding.
(1) Factors that predict CLT are (a) use of English instructions (b) not using
Japanese, (c) using English to communicate, and (d) pair work in English.
(2) NNIs share core classroom English vocabulary items with NIs, role-dependent
vocabulary items exist that are assumed to be attainable by NNIs.
(3) Utilizing classroom corpus (both transcriptions, annotations, and audios and
video clips) improve pre-service non-native English instructors’ classroom
fluency and follow-up discourse.
Series of my doctoral projects have at least 3 suggestions for further research that
remain unanswered. Firstly, Project 1 that surveyed NNIs in Hokkaido Island may not
be broad enough to cover the entire nation. Such survey can be expandable to entail
NNIs in as many high schools as this nation holds. Besides, we still have unproved
elements revealed in the literature such as difficulty with classroom management and
lack of preparation time.

We expect other researchers to conduct more thorough

survey on NNIs throughout the nation.

The questionnaire needs revising so that they

will measure NNI CLT feasibility more precisely. Eventually, results of such broader
survey will enhance CLT by NNIs in the future.
NNIs’ lexical items compatibility with those of NIs.

Secondly, Project 2 suggests the
However, developing classroom

corpus still needs accumulating more video recordings and transcriptions of interactions
with their learners.

Finally, findings in the use of corpora to train pre-service

instructors need to be tested upon training in-service teachers who are willing to be
“fluent” in classroom English discourse.

In conducting such a project, it will be

necessary to budget the project in the first place, and ask a lot of in-service NNIs that
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can afford enough time to manually transcribe, and annotate their speeches.

Such

project would provide evidence to analyze furthermore the NNI classroom speech
characteristics and second/foreign language learner acquisition.
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